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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . This communication is in response to the Amendment filed 7 July 2009. 

2. Claims 1 , 6-15, 20-28, 37 and 42-49 are currently pending. In the Amendment 
filed 7 July 2009, claims 1, 15, 37 and 49 are currently amended and claims 2-5, 16-19, 
29-36 and 38-41 are canceled. This action is Final. 

3. The previous prior art rejections of the pending claims are maintained. 

Claim Objections 

4. The objections to Claims 1 , 15, 37 and 49 are withdrawn as necessitated by 
Applicant's Amendment. 

Claim Rejections - 35 (JSC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 1 , 6, 7, 1 1 , 1 5, 20, 21 , 25, 37, 42, 43 and 47 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US Patent No 6,804,664 to Hartman et al 
(hereafter Hartman) in view of US Patent No 5,710,915 to McElhiney (hereafter 
McElhiney). 



Application/Control Number: 10/627,492 Page 3 

Art Unit: 2167 

Referring to claim 1, Hartman discloses a program product, comprising: 

a) a database that is compatible with multiple end-user systems, the database 
comprising: 

a data section [content databases], each data table including a plurality of data 
records that each have one or more features that affect its compatibility with one or 
more of the end-user systems, each data record including a feature field that contains 
one or more feature bits representative of each of its features [the database server 
looks up the fields in the correlation table 160 and retrieves the bitmask for the binary 
attributes] (see column 4, lines 35-46; column 6, lines 19-24; and column 7, lines 39- 
48); and 

a structure section, each feature mask table including data a feature mask record 
for each of the multiple end-user systems that use one or more of the data tables that 
include the data records having one or more features [user profile includes information 
about the client devices] (see column 6, lines 25-38 and column 7, lines 16-26), each 
feature mask record including one or more feature mask values that indicate the data 
records is the one or more features of a data record are compatible with one or more of 
the end-user systems [binary attribute matching where user profile database can be 
matched against content profile database], and thereby indicate whether the data record 
is compatible with one or more of the end-user systems [holding list is a list of matching 
records] (see column 8, lines 9-18 and lines 54-61); and 

b) at least one physical computer-readable medium having said database stored 
thereon (see Fig 1). 
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Hartman fails to explicitly disclose wherein the data section and the structure 
section each comprise of a plurality of tables. McElhiney discloses the partitioning of a 
data table into a plurality of tables (see column 7, lines 49-58). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to partition the data section and the structure sections of Hartman into a 
plurality of tables as disclosed by McElhiney. One would have been motivated to do so 
to provide parallel access to the tables which accelerates access. 

Referring to claim 6, the combination of Hartman and McElhiney (hereafter 
Hartman/McElhiney) discloses the program product of Claim 1 , wherein the structure 
section further comprises a system identification table that includes data that uniquely 
identifies each of the end-user systems [the user profile and the client profile databases 
are considered to represent the information that uniquely identifies each end-user 
system] (Hartman: see column 6, lines 25-38 and column 7, lines 16-26). 

Referring to claim 7, Hartman/McElhiney discloses the program product of 
Claim 6, wherein the system identification table comprises a plurality of system 
identification records, each system identification record associated with each of the end- 
user systems [the user profile and the client profile databases are considered to 
represent the information that uniquely identifies each end-user system] (Hartman: see 
column 6, lines 25-38 and column 7, lines 16-26). 

Referring to claim 1 1 , Hartman/McElhiney discloses the program product of 
Claim 1, wherein: each data record includes a plurality of fields in addition to the feature 
field (see column 7, lines 36-38 and column 4, lines 35-46); and the structure section 
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further comprises a field definition table that includes at least data representative of 
each of the data record fields [correlation table 160] (see column 7, lines 39-42). 

Referring to claim 15, Hartman discloses a method of generating a database 
that is compatible with multiple end-user systems, the method comprising the steps of: 

generating a data section [content databases] (see Fig 1 ); 

storing a plurality of data records in the data section, each data record including 
a feature field [record with attributes] (see column 4, lines 35-46); 

associating one or more features [attributes] with each data record (see column 
4, lines 35-46); 

supplying each feature field with one or more feature bits that represent each of 
the features associated therewith [the database server looks up the fields in the 
correlation table 160 and retrieves the bitmask for the binary attributes] (see column 6, 
lines 19-24 and column 7, lines 39-48); and 

generating a structure section that comprises a plurality of feature mask tables, 
each feature mask table including a feature mask record for each of the end-user 
systems that use one or more of the data tables that include the data records having 
one or more features [user profile includes information about client devices] (see 
column 6, lines 25-38 and column 7, lines 16-26); and 

including one or more feature mask values, in each feature mask record, that 
indicate whether the one or more features of a data record are compatible with one or 
more of the end-user systems [binary attribute matching where user profile database 
140 can be matched against the content profile database], to thereby indicate whether 
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the data record is compatible with one or more of the end-user systems [holding list is a 
list of matching records] (see column 8, lines 9-18 and 54-61). 

Hartman fails to explicitly disclose dividing the data section into a plurality of data 
tables that each include a plurality of the data records. McElhiney discloses the 
partitioning of a data table into a plurality of tables, including the limitation of dividing the 
data section into a plurality of data tables that each include a plurality of the data 
records (see column 7, lines 49-58). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to partition the data section and the structure sections of Hartman into a 
plurality of tables as disclosed by McElhiney. One would have been motivated to do so 
to provide parallel access to the tables which accelerates access. 

Referring to claim 20, Hartman/McElhiney discloses the method of Claim 15, 
further comprising: generating a system identification table that includes data that 
uniquely identifies each of the end-user systems [the user profile and the client profile 
databases are considered to represent the information that uniquely identifies each end- 
user system] (Hartman: see column 6, lines 25-38 and column 7, lines 16-26). 

Referring to claim 21, Hartman/McElhiney discloses the method of Claim 20, 
further comprising: including a plurality of system identification records in the system 
identification table, each system identification record associated with each of the end- 
user systems [the user profile and the client profile databases are considered to 
represent the information that uniquely identifies each end-user system] (Hartman: see 
column 6, lines 25-38 and column 7, lines 16-26). 
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Referring to claim 25, Hartman/McElhiney discloses the method of Claim 15, 
further comprising: including a plurality of fields in addition to the feature field (see 
column 7, lines 36-38 and column 4, lines 35-46); and generating a field definition table 
that includes at least data representative of each of the data record fields [correlation 
table 160] (see column 7, lines 39-42). 

Referring to claim 37, Hartman discloses a computer system, comprising: a 
processor; memory in operable communication with the processor; and a database 
stored in the memory (see Fig 1), the database compatible with multiple end-user 
systems and including: 

a data section [content databases], each data table including a plurality of data 
records that each have one or more features that affect its compatibility with one or 
more of the end-user systems, each data record including a feature field that contains 
one or more feature bits representative of each of its features [the database server 
looks up the fields in the correlation table 160 and retrieves the bitmask for the binary 
attributes] (see column 4, lines 35-46; column 6, lines 19-24; and column 7, lines 39- 
48); and 

a structure section, the each feature mask table including a feature mask record 
for each of the multiple end-user systems that use one or more of the data tables that 
include the data records having one or more features [user profile includes information 
about the client devices] (see column 6, lines 25-38 and column 7, lines 16-26), each 
feature mask record including one or more feature mask values that indicate whether 
the one or more features of a data record are compatible with one or more of the end- 
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user systems [binary attribute matching where user profile database can be matched 
against content profile database], and thereby indicate whether the data record is 
compatible with one or more of the end-user systems [holding list is a list of matching 
records] (see column 8, lines 9-18 and lines 54-61). 

Hartman fails to explicitly disclose wherein the data section and the structure 
section each comprise of a plurality of tables. McElhiney discloses the partitioning of a 
data table into a plurality of tables (see column 7, lines 49-58). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to partition the data section and the structure sections of Hartman into a 
plurality of tables as disclosed by McElhiney. One would have been motivated to do so 
to provide parallel access to the tables which accelerates access. 

Referring to claim 42, Hartman/McElhiney discloses the system of Claim 37, 
wherein the structure section further comprises a system identification table that 
includes data that uniquely identifies each of the end-user systems [the user profile and 
the client profile databases are considered to represent the information that uniquely 
identifies each end-user system] (Hartman: see column 6, lines 25-38 and column 7, 
lines 16-26). 

Referring to claim 43, Hartman/McElhiney discloses the system of Claim 42, 
wherein the system identification table comprises a plurality of system identification 
records, each system identification record associated with each of the end-user systems 
[the user profile and the client profile databases are considered to represent the 
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information that uniquely identifies each end-user system] (Hartman: see column 6, 
lines 25-38 and column 7, lines 16-26). 

Referring to claim 47, Hartman/McElhiney discloses the database of Claim 37, 
wherein: each data record includes a plurality of fields in addition to the feature field 
(see column 7, lines 36-38 and column 4, lines 35-46); and the structure section further 
comprises a field definition table that includes at least data representative of each of the 
data record fields [correlation table 160] (see column 7, lines 39-42). 

7. Claims 8-10, 12-14, 22-24, 26-28 and 44-48 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US Patent No 6,804,664 to Hartman et al 
in view of US Patent No 5,710,915 to McElhiney as applied to claims 1, 11, 15, 26, 
37 and 45 above, and further in view of US Patent No 5,201,046 to Goldberg et al 
(hereafter Goldberg). 

Referring to claims 8, 22 and 44, Hartman/McElhiney fails to explicitly disclose 
the further limitation of the structure section further comprises a table pointer table that 
includes data that uniquely describes at least each of the data tables. Goldberg 
discloses a relational database system, including the further limitation of the structure 
section further comprises a table pointer table that includes data that uniquely describes 
at least each of the data tables (see column 14, lines 31-54). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to use the definition table of Goldberg in order to describe the tables of 
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Hartman/McElhiney. One would have been motivated to do so since definition table are 
well-known to one of ordinary skill in the art when dealing with database systems. 

Referring to claims 9, 23 and 45, the combination of Hartman/McElhiney and 
Goldberg (hereafter Hartman/McElhiney/Goldberg) discloses the further limitation of the 
table pointer table comprises a plurality of table pointer records; and at least one table 
pointer record is associated with each of the data tables (Goldberg: see column 14, 
lines 31-54). 

Referring to claims 10, 24 and 46, Hartman/McElhiney/Goldberg discloses the 
program product of Claim 9, wherein each table pointer record includes data 
representative of at least: a location of the associated data table; a number of the data 
records in the associated table; and a size of each data record in the associated data 
table (Goldberg: see column 14, lines 31-54). 

Referring to claims 12, 26 and 48, Hartman/McElhiney fails to explicitly disclose 
the further limitation wherein the structure section further comprises one or more return 
type tables, each return type table including data representative of a format of each of 
the data record fields. Goldberg discloses wherein the structure section further 
comprises one or more return type tables, each return type table including data 
representative of a format of each of the data record fields [data type] (see column 6, 
lines 33-41; column 11, lines 37-59; and column 13, lines 51-62). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to use the definition table of Goldberg in order to describe the tables of 
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Hartman/McElhiney. One would have been motivated to do so since definition table are 
well-known to one of ordinary skill in the art when dealing with database systems. 

Referring to claims 13 and 27, Hartman/McElhiney fails to explicitly disclose the 
further limitation of a header section that includes data representative of indicia that is 
used to identify the database. Goldberg discloses the further limitation of a header 
section that includes data representative of indicia that is used to identify the database 
(see column 6, lines 33-41; column 11, lines 37-59; and column 13, lines 51-62). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to use the definition table of Goldberg in order to describe the tables of 
Hartman/McElhiney. One would have been motivated to do so since definition table are 
well-known to one of ordinary skill in the art when dealing with database systems. 

Referring to claims 14 and 28, Hartman/McElhiney/Goldberg discloses the 
further limitation wherein the header section further includes data representative of a 
location of the structure section (Goldberg: see column 6, lines 33-41; column 11, lines 
37-59; and column 13, lines 51-62). 

8. Claim 49 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over US 
Patent No 6,804,664 to Hartman et al in view of US Patent No 5,710,915 to 
McElhiney in view of US Patent No 6,134,500 to Tang et al (hereafter Tang). 
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Referring to claim 49, Hartman discloses a computer system, comprising: a 
database stored in the memory (see Fig 1), the database compatible with multiple end- 
user systems and including: 

a data section [content databases], each data table including a plurality of data 
records that each have one or more features that affect its compatibility with one or 
more of the end-user systems, each data record including a feature field that contains 
one or more feature bits representative of each of its features [the database server 
looks up the fields in the correlation table 160 and retrieves the bitmask for the binary 
attributes] (see column 4, lines 35-46; column 6, lines 19-24; and column 7, lines 39- 
48); and 

a structure section, each feature mask table including data a feature mask record 
for each of the multiple end-user systems that use one or more of the data tables that 
include the data records having one or more features [user profile includes information 
about the client devices] (see column 6, lines 25-38 and column 7, lines 16-26), each 
feature mask record including one or more feature mask values that indicate whether a 
particular one of the data records is the one or more features of a data record are 
compatible with one or more of the end-user systems [binary attribute matching where 
user profile database can be matched against content profile database], and thereby 
indicate whether the data record is compatible with one or more of the end-user 
systems [holding list is a list of matching records] (see column 8, lines 9-18 and lines 
54-61). 
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Hartman fails to explicitly disclose wherein the data section and the structure 
section each comprise of a plurality of tables. McElhiney discloses the partitioning of a 
data table into a plurality of tables (see column 7, lines 49-58). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to partition the data section and the structure sections of Hartman into a 
plurality of tables as disclosed by McElhiney. One would have been motivated to do so 
to provide parallel access to the tables which accelerates access. 

Hartman/McElhiney fails to explicitly disclose the further limitation wherein the 
database is a navigation database for a flight management system that creates an 
aircraft flight plan. Tang discloses a navigation database for a flight management 
system that creates an aircraft flight plan (see column 4, lines 33-63 and column 7, lines 
14-31). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to utilize the navigation database of Tang with the system of 
Hartman/McElhiney. One would have been motivated to do so since the type of data 
does not influence the manner in which the system operates. 

Response to Arguments 

9. Applicant's arguments filed in regards to the prior art rejections have been fully 
considered but they are not persuasive. 

10. Referring to Applicant's arguments on pages 1 1-13 of the Remarks, the Applicant 
states "First of all, Hartman et al does not disclose all that is alleged in the Office Action. 
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Specifically, it was noted above the Office action alleges that the content databases of 
Hartman corresponds to the data section. ... Although Hartman et al discloses looking 
up fields in the correlation table and retrieving bitmasks for the attributes corresponding 
to the fields, nowhere does Hartman et al. disclose, in those portions ... data records 
having one or more features that affect compatibility with the one or more end-user 
systems or data records that include a feature field that contains one or more feature 
bits representative of each of its features. 

The examiner respectfully disagrees that Hartman fails to disclose a data section 
wherein each feature mask record includes one or more feature mask values that 
indicate whether the one or more features of a data record are compatible with the one 
or more end-user systems, and thereby indicate whether the data record is compatible 
with one or more of the end-user systems. Column 6, lines 25-39 states that the user 
profile database stores and provides information about users and also that the 
information may include information about the client devices. Column 5, lines 3-14 and 
25-33 discloses how a binary attribute can be compared to the profile, Wherein each 
binary attribute has associated with it a bit mask. Therefore, since the profile 
information can be device information, the records can be filtered based on compatibility 
with the device. 

1 1 . Therefore, the prior art rejections of the pending claims have been maintained. 
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Conclusion 

12. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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